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intent upon having me to engage your attention for one of your
evenings. Perhaps you will treat my intrusion as a welcome diversion
from the trodden path. An occasional fast after a series of sumptuous
feasts is often a necessity. And as with the body, so, I imagine, is the
case with the reason. And if your reason this evening is found fasting
instead of feasting., I am sure, it will enjoy with all the greater avidity
the feast that Pandit Chandrika Prasad has in store for you.
"Before I take to the field of rny experience and experiments it is
perhaps best to have a mutual understanding about the title of this
evening's address: 'Does Economic Progress clash with Real Prog-
ress?' By economic progress, we mean material advancement
without limit, and by real progress we mean moral progress, which
again, is the same thing as progress of the permanent element in us.
The subject may, therefore, be stated thus: does not moral progress
increase in the same proportion as the material progress? I know
that this is a wider proposition than the one before us. But I ven-
ture to think that we always mean the larger one even when we lay
down the smaller. For we know enough of science to realize that there
is no such thing as perfect rest or repose in this visible universe of ours.
If, therefore, material progress does not clash with moral progress it
must necessarily advance the latter. Nor can we be satisfied with the
clumsy way in which sometimes those who cannot defend the larger
proposition put their case. They seem to be obsessed with the concrete
case of thirty millions of India, stated by the late Sir William Wilson
Hunter, to be living on one meal per day. They say that before we
can think or talk of their moral welfare we must satisfy their daily
wants. With them, they say, material progress spells moral progress.
And then is taken a sudden jump. What is true of thirty -millions is
true of the universe. They forget that hard cases make bad law. I need
hardly say to you how ludicrously absurd this deduction would be.
No one has ever suggested that grinding pauperism can lead to any-
thing else than moral degradation.
"Every human being has a right to live and, therefore, to find the
wherewithal to feed himself and where necessary to clothe and house
himself. But for this very simple performance we need no assistance
from economists or their laws. cTake no thought for the morrow5 is an
injunction which finds an echo in almost all the religious scriptures of
the world. In well-ordered society the securing of one's livelihood
should be and is found to be the easiest thing in the world. Indeed the